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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed on 1/29/08. 

Claims 1, 2, 4-17, 19-24, and 27-29 are pending in this application. Claims 1,14, 
and 27 are independent claims. In amendment filed on 1/29/08, claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 14, 16, 
17, 19, 22-24 and 27 were amended; claims 3, 18, 25 and 26 were cancelled; and claims 
28 and 29 were added. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 4 -13 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kotick et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,559,867 in view of Buxton et al, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,469,714 furthermore in view of Govindarajan US Patent 6,208,659 further 
in view of Lentz US Patent 7,263,668. 

As per claim 1, Kotick et al. (hereinafter referred to as Kotick) teach a method for 
providing a selection of properties for an electronic document associated with an 
application program comprising the steps: 

determining a status of a property for the electronic document (see Kotick, 
column 5, lines 15-30) 
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based upon the status of the property, creating a customized palette for the user 
interface so that the palette comprises a control for an available property (see Kotick, 
column 5, lines 15-30); and 

displaying the palette in conjunction with the electronic document on the user 
interface such that said palette and active associated content of the palette does not 
obscure viewing of said electronic document (see figure-2, items 51-53, figure-3, 71-81; 
column 5, lines 15-30). 

However, Kotick fails to teach determining a context for the electronic document, 
and customizing palette based upon the context of the electronic document; 

Buxton teaches determining a context for the electronic document and 
customizing palette based upon the context of the electronic document (see Buxton, 
column 2, lines 61 - 67) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Buxton's teaching with method of Kotick in order to provide users with a system that 
adapts to their needs. 

However, they fail to teach excludes controls for unavailable properties for the 
electronic documents. 

Govindarajan teaches removing icon from the interface when it becomes inactive, 
(see Govindarjan column 14, lines 8-16) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Govindarajan's teaching with method of Kotick and Buxton in order to reduce user 
confusion. 
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They fail to teach including sizing the palette and resizing the displayed electronic 
document to accommodate the palette and resizing the displayed electronic document to 
accommodate the palette so that the palette and the electronic document are 
simultaneously viewable. 

Lentz teaches including sizing the palette and resizing the displayed electronic 
document to accommodate the palette and resizing the displayed electronic document to 
accommodate the palette so that the palette and the electronic document are 
simultaneously viewable, (see Lentz col. 4, lines 35-70) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Lentz 's teaching with method of Kotick, Buxton, and Govidarajan in order to provide a 
user friendly display interface system for computer controlled displays for an automatic 
customization with the operative window. 

As per claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, and 
Lentz teach the method of claim 1 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches 
determining a change in the status of the property or the context of the electronic 
document (see Buxton, column 8, lines 20 - 25); 

based upon the change of the property or the change in the property or the change 
in the context of the electronic document, 

modifying the palette to reflect the change in the property or the change in the 
context of the electronic document, wherein the modified palette includes a control only 
for an available property for the electronic document and excludes controls for 
unavailable properties for the electronic document; (see Buxton, column 8, lines 20 - 25); 
and 
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replacing the palette with the modified palette so that the modified palette is 
displayed in conjunction with the electronic document on the user interface, wherein the 
displayed modified palette excludes displayed controls for the unavailable properties for 
the electronic document, (see Buxton, figure 3A, items 300 and 320 and column 8, lines 
20-25). 

As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 2, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, and 
Lentz teach the method of claim 2 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches sizing 
the modified palette and resizing the displayed electronic document to accommodate the 
modified paletteso that the palette and the electronic document can be simultaneously 
viewed (see Buxton, figure 3A, items 300 and 320 and column 9, lines 55 - 67; see Lentz 
col. 4, lines 35-70). 

As per claim 5, which is dependent on claim 1, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, and 
Lentz teach the method of claim 1 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches 
coordinating the palette with a predefined interface so that the palette and the predefined 
interface provide consistent control features (see Buxton figure 2, figure 3A, items 300 
and 320 and column 6, lines 43 - 58); and 

displaying the predefined interface in conjunction with the palette and the 
electronic document (see Buxton figure 3A, items 300 and 320). 

As per claim 6, which is dependent on claim 2, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, and 
Lentz teach the method of claim 2 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches 
coordinating the modified palette with a predefined interface so that the palette and the 
predefined interface provide consistent control features (see Buxton figure 2, figure 3A, 
items 300 and 320 and column 6, lines 43 - 58); and 
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displaying the predefined interface in conjunction with the modified palette and 
the electronic document (see Buxton figure 2, figure 3A, items 300 and 320 and column 
6, lines 43 - 58). 

As per claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, and 
Lentz teach the method of claim 1 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches that the 
context of the electronic document consists of at least one of the following: textual 
content, formatting content, or graphical content (see Buxton, column 8, lines 30 - 36). 

As per claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, and 
Lentz teach the method of claim 1 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches that the 
property consists of one of the following: a formatting command, an application program 
command, or an electronic document characteristic (see Buxton, column 7, lines 29 - 44). 

As per claim 9, which is dependent on claim 1, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, and 
Lentz teach the method of claim 1 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches that the 
user interface comprises a graphical user interface for an apphcation program (see 
Buxton, column 7, lines 1 - 7). 

As per claim 10, which is dependent on claim 1, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, 
and Lentz teach the method of claim 1 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches 
wherein the user interface comprises a floating palette (see Buxton, column 7, lines 17 - 
20). 

As per claim 11, which is dependent on claim 1, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, 
and Lentz teach the method of claim 1 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches 
wherein the user interface comprises a property browser palette window (see Buxton, 
column 2, lines 47 - 53). 
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As per claim 12, which is dependent on claim 5, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, 
and Lentz teach the method of claim 5 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches 
wherein the predefined interface comprises a toolbar (see Buxton, column 7, lines 1 - 7). 

As per claim 13, which is dependent on claim 6, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, 
and Lentz teach the method of claim 6 (see rejection above). Buxton further teaches 
wherein the predefined interface comprises a toolbar (see Buxton, column 7, lines 1 - 7). 

As per claim 28, which is dependent on claim 1, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, 
and Lentz teach the method of claim 1 . Lentz further teaches including sizing the palette 
and resizing the displayed electronic document to accommodate the palette and resizing 
the displayed electronic document to accommodate the palette so that the palette and the 
electronic document are simultaneously viewable, (see Lentz col. 4, lines 35-70) 

Claims 14, 15, 19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kotick et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,559,867 in view of Buxton et al, U.S. Patent No. 
6,469,714 furthermore in view of Govindarajan US Patent 6,208,659 further in view of 
Atkinson US Patent 4,931,783. 

As per claim 14, Kotick teaches a computer system for providing a selection for 
formatting properties for an electronic document associated with an application program 
having a user interface comprising: 

A memory for storing a property browser program module; (column 1, lines 50- 
65; It is inherent that a program module in a workstation uses the system's memory for 
storing properties) and 
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A processing unit functionally coupled to the memory for executing computer 
executable instruction operable for: (column 1, lines 50-65; It is inherent that a program 
module in a workstation uses the processing unit for executing computer instruction) 

Determining formatting properties for an electronic document associated with the 
application program, wherein a formatting property has an associated control; (see 
Kotick, column 5, lines 15-30) 

Creating a customized palette based on upon the formatting properties and the 
context of the electronic document, wherein the customized palette includes controls only 
for formatting properties that are available to a user; (see Kotick column 2, lines 61-67 
and column 8, lines 30-35) and 

Sending the palette to a user interface associated with the apphcation program for 
display adjacent to a viewing content area occupied by the electronic document, such that 
the palette and an activated associated content o the palette do not obscure any portion of 
the viewing content area occupied by the electronic document regardless of whether the 
electronic document occupies all portions of the viewing content (figure 3 A, items 300 
and 320) 

However, Kotick fails to teach determining a context for the electronic document 
and customize palette based upon the context of the electronic document; 

Buxton teaches determining a context for the electronic document and customize 
palette based upon the context of the electronic document; (see Buxton, column 7, lines 
59-64) 
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It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Buxton's teaching with method of Kotick in order to provide users with a system that 
adapts to their needs. 

However, they fail to teach excludes controls for unavailable properties for the 
electronic documents. 

Govindarajan teaches removing icon from the interface when it becomes inactive, 
(see Govindarjan column 14, lines 8-16) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Buxton's teaching with method of Kotick in order to reduce user confusion. 

However, they fail to teach coordinating the palette with a toolbar associated with 
the application program so that the palette provides control features in a same order as 
corresponding control features in the toolbar; 

Atkinson teaches coordinating the palette with a toolbar associated with the 
application program so that the palette provides control features in a same order as 
corresponding control features in the toolbar; (see Atkinson, col. 4, lines 35-60) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Atkinson's teaching with method of Kotick, Buxton, and Govindarjan in order to provide 
user same order of options for the same application. 

As per claim 15, which is dependent on claim 14, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, 
and Atkinson's teach the method of claim 14 (see rejection above). 

Buxton further teaches determining a change in the status of a formatting property 
or the context of the electronic document (see Buxton, column 8, lines 20 - 25); 
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based upon the change of the formatting property or the context of the electronic 
document, modifying the palette to reflect the change in the property or the change in the 
formatting context of the electronic document, wherein the modifled palette includes 
control only for formatting properties that are available to a user and excludes controls 
for formatting properties that are not available to a user (see Buxton, column 8, lines 20 - 
25); and 

replacing the palette with the modifled palette so that the modifled palette is 
displayed in conjunction with the electronic document on the user interface, (see Buxton, 
figure 3A, items 300 and 320 and column 8, lines 20 - 25) wherein the displayed 
modifled palette excludes displayed controls for the unavailable formatting properties for 
the electronic document, (see Govindarjan column 14, lines 8-16) 

As per claim 19, which is dependent on claim 15, Kotick and Buxton teach the 
method of claim 15 (see rejection above). 

Atkinson teaches coordinating the palette with a toolbar so that the modified 
palette provides control features in same order as corresponding control features in the 
toolbar; and (see Atkinson, col. 4, lines 35-60) 

displaying the predefined interface in conjunction with the modifled palette and 
the electronic document (see Buxton flgure 2, flgure 3A, items 300 and 320 and column 
6, lines 43 - 58). 

As per claim 20, which is dependent on claim 14, Kotick and Buxton teach the 
method of claim 14 (see rejection above). 

Buxton further teaches that the context of the electronic document consists of at 
least one of the following: 



Application/Control Number: 09/770,337 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2174 

textual content, formatting content, or graphical content (see Buxton, column 8, 
lines 30 - 36). 

As per claim 21, which is dependent on claim 14, Kotick and Buxton teach the 
method of claim 14 (see rejection above). 

Buxton further teaches that the property consists of one of the following: a 
formatting command, an application program command, or an electronic document 
characteristic (see Buxton, column 7, lines 29 - 44). 

As per claim 22, which is dependent on claim 14, Kotick and Buxton teach the 
method of claim 14 (see rejection above). 

Buxton further teaches that the user interface comprises a graphical user interface 
for an application program (see Buxton, column 7, lines 1 - 7). 

As per claim 23, which is dependent on claim 14, Kotick and Buxton teach the 
method of claim 14 (see rejection above). 

Buxton further teaches wherein the user interface comprises a floating palette (see 
Buxton, column 7, lines 17 - 20). 

As per claim 24, which is dependent on claim 14, Kotick and Buxton teach the 
method of claim 14 (see rejection above). 

Buxton further teaches wherein the user interface comprises a property browser 
palette window (see Buxton, column 2, lines 47 - 53). 

Claims 16, 17, 27, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kotick et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,559,867 in view of Buxton et al, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,469,714 furthermore in view of Govindarajan US Patent 6,208,659 further 
in view of Atkinson US Patent 4,931,783 further in view Lentz US Patent 7,263,668. 
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As per claim 16, which is dependent on claim 14, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, 
and Atkinson teach the method of claim 14 (see rejection above). They fail to teach 
sizing the modified palette so that the palette and the electronic document can be 
simultaneously viewed. 

Lentz teach sizing the modified palette so that the palette and the electronic 
document can be simultaneously viewed, (see Lentz col. 4, lines 35-70) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Lentz 's teaching with method of Kotick, Buxton, Govidarajan, and Atkinson in order to 
provide a user friendly display interface system for computer controlled displays for an 
automatic customization with the operative window. 

As per claim 17, which is dependent on claim 15, Kotick, Buxton, Govindarjan, 
and Atkinson teach the method of claim 15 (see rejection above). 

They fail to teach sizing the modified palette so that the palette and the electronic 
document can be simultaneously viewed. 

Lentz teach sizing the modified palette so that the palette and the electronic 
document can be simultaneously viewed, (see Lentz col. 4, lines 35-70) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Lentz 's teaching with method of Kotick, Buxton, Govidarajan, and Atkinson in order to 
provide a user friendly display interface system for computer controlled displays for an 
automatic customization with the operative window. 
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As per claim 27, it is of similar scope to the combination of claims 14, 15, 17, 18 
and 22 and is rejected under the same rationale as claims 14, 15, 17, 18 and 22 (see 
rejections above). 

As per claim 29, which is dependent on claim 16, Kotick, Buxton, Govidarajan, 
Atkinson, and Lentz teach the computer system of claim 16. 

Lentz further teaches resizing another electronic document displayed on the user 
interface so that the customized palette, the electronic document, and the another 
electronic document can be simultaneously viewed. . (see Lentz col. 4, lines 35-70) 

Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims filed in 1/29/08 have been 
considered but are deemed to be moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peng Ke whose telephone number is (571)272-4062. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th and Alternate Fridays 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this apphcation or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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